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Since Mark A. Greene and Dennis Meissner introduced the idea of “More Product Less 
Process” (MPLP), there appears to have been a shift to “light” processing in various types 
of archival institutions. Since 2005 the literature discussing this idea has focused on 
differing opinions of archivists and whether they use MPLP. Many institutions have 
quoted and clearly expressed their acceptance of MPLP within their processing 
procedures. However, there is a clear line between organizations that have accepted and 
denied the use of the idea. This study examines whether MPLP is actually a recent 
change that occurred within the last decade or an ideal part of processing within archival 
institutions for several years.   
 
Headings: 
Archives—Processing 
 
  
MPLP: NEW OR OLD IDEA 
by 
Amber L Covington 
A Master’s paper submitted to the faculty 
of the School of Information and Library Science 
of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
in partial fulfillment of the requirements 
for the degree of Master of Science in 
Library Science. 
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 
April 2013  
Approved by 
_______________________________________ 
Denise Anthony
 1 
Table of Contents 
INTRODUCTION:	   2	  
LITERATURE	  REVIEW	   3	  
METHODOLOGY	   12	  
FINDINGS	   12	  
CONCLUSION	   30	  
BIBLIOGRAPHY	   31	  
APPENDIX	  A	   33	  
APPENDIX	  B	   34	  
 
 
  
 2 
Introduction 
Greene and Meissner introduced “More Product, Less Process” or “MPLP” as a 
processing tool for archivists to rethink current practices in processing collections. The 
idea of processing collections using MPLP emerged after Greene and Meissner published 
an article arguing for a drastic change in current processing procedures. They report 
examples and evidence of archival processing trailing behind the number of acquisitions 
organizations have within their possession. “Put very simply, processing is not keeping 
up with acquisitions and has been for decades, resulting in massive backlogs of 
inaccessible collections at repositories across the country” (Greene and Meissner, 2005, 
p. 209). Clearly Green and Meissner present MPLP as a new concept to adjust current 
practices pertaining to arrangement, description, and preservation guidelines. To achieve 
higher processing rates, archivists need “1) expedite getting collection materials into the 
hands of users 2) assure arrangement of materials are adequate to users needs 3) takes the 
minimal steps to physically preserve collection materials and 4) describe materials 
sufficient to promote use  (Greene and Meissner, 2005, p. 212-213).” 
To alleviate backlogs the authors suggests that archivists “have to start doing things 
differently if (we) hope to begin reducing our backlogs and serving our patrons, resource 
allocators, and donors better than we have” (Greene and Meissner, 2005, p. 255). 
 MPLP has been influential within the archival community, specifically within the 
literature. Within the past decade several organizations have embraced the idea of light 
processing due to the impact of limited resources and materials. However, there have 
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been critics that oppose the idea of “one size fits all” collection processing. Some critics 
believe that MPLP leads to intellectual description issues and privacy concerns for quick 
glances of weeding collections.   
Aware that MPLP is not a new concept among archival literature, Greene and 
Meissner allude to the fact that minimal processing has been discussed for decades within 
archival literature. Eight years has passed since the paper was published and there is not a 
survey of organizations that have changed their processing guidelines due to introduction 
of MPLP. Given the above, this paper investigates the current acceptance of MPLP 
within the archival community through a survey. It is hoped that the results produced will 
provide a refreshed look at processing in organizations and whether MPLP has changed 
processing procedures.   
 
Literature Review 
Archival processing includes the functions of arrangement and description of 
materials. The arrangement of materials includes establishing intellectual and physical 
control over the items. Processing begins with assessing the order of the records an 
applying an organizational structure if needed. The materials are generally grouped 
together in series of similar items and physically placed in an organized structure close to 
their original order.  Included within this phase of physical arrangement are the 
conservation and preservation practices. These include “removing staples and paper clips, 
putting papers in acid-free files and in acid-free boxes” as well as flattening out folded 
documents, and treating fragile or valuable items with special handling (O’Toole and 
Cox, 2006, p.122).  
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Processing collections is a critical step that professional archivists, archives 
technicians, student interns, or volunteers are impelled to learn. Archival processing 
includes describing materials to establish and provide access., through descriptive tools 
such as, Describing Archives: a content standard (DACS), finding aids, and inventories, 
archivists provide information about physical items placed in repositories that are 
available for public use. 
Within an organization the principles and practices of processing may vary 
slightly. Supervising archivists pass their knowledge to the staff they manage. Archivists 
tend to learn from each other through years of training and experience gained from 
different institutions. A traditional approach to arranging and describing collections 
primarily consists of organizing materials in a structured order in acid free folders and 
boxes, creating a finding aid, and completing preservation measures for each individual 
item in a collection.  Preservation is a large component of traditional processing and 
requires lots of time and resources. A repository normally reviews a collection page by 
page and determines if pages need repairs from rips or tears in paper; remove any metal 
fasteners such as staples, paperclips, prongs, and rings to reduce rusting; and sometimes 
remove photograph images to place them in proper storage to preserve them in their 
current state.  
More recently the traditional principles and practices of processing have been 
challenged. Ideas and new concepts through the years have been introduced to the 
profession but may not have an influential impact at each institution With the 
introduction of “More Product, Less Process: Revamping Traditional Archival 
Processing,” an article written by Mark Green and Dennis Meissner in 2005, processing 
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procedures and practices are said to be changing in order to tackle backlogs within 
archival organizations (Greene and Meissner, 2005). 
By requesting the archival profession to reconsider the strict guidelines for 
processing collections, Green and Meissner suggest that, to decrease the number of 
collections in backlogs, it is necessary to prohibit tedious tasks that are related to the 
preservation of the materials. That is, 
 
Processing is not keeping up with acquisitions and has not 
been for decades, resulting in massive backlogs of 
inaccessible collections at repositories across the country 
(Green and Meissner, 2005, p.208-209). 
 
As evidence for their statements, Greene and Meissner gathered information from 
National Historical Publications and Records Commission (NHPRC) grant files and 
surveyed repositories regarding their archival processing expectations and practices. 
Their research yielded several suggestions that appear to have impacted processing 
principles at many organizations. Whether MPLP has been accepted, denied, discussed, 
or debated at organizations, conferences, or published articles, Greene and Meissner have 
created a wave of conversation between archivists.  
Greene and Meissner introduced readers to the “Golden Minimum” that focuses 
on increasing the number of archival collections available to users; that is, archivists 
should use a minimum processing standard and that arrangement, preservation, and 
description be at the same minimum level (Greene and Meissner, 2005, p. 240).  The 
minimum for preservation suggests that archival organizations should rely on their 
storage area environmental controls to handle preservation issues (Greene and Meissner, 
2005, p. 250). Omitting the micro level tasks such as removing all staples, paper clips, 
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and re-foldering materials in acid free folders, is suggested because repositories should 
rely on storage area environmental controls to carry the preservation burden. Greene and 
Meissner present sources that state paper is stable if stored at low temperatures in the 
dark and in a non-polluted atmosphere (2005, p. 250).  
Contributing authors within the archival community have expressed their opinions 
within the past few years in response to the idea of MPLP.  Within organizations several 
studies have been completed to assess the acceptance of MPLP.  These articles provide 
examples of minimal processing’s ability to reduce backlogs and that the “MPLP method 
is shifting from a theoretical perspective to a permanent processing method” in archives 
that have evaluated it (Gorzalski, 2009, p.193).  For example, At the University of 
Montana a study conducted by Dona McCrea using suggested practices of MPLP on 
university holdings of 3,000 feet of backlogged materials resulted in moving “464 linear 
feet of records and manuscripts from the backlog in 623 hours at a rate 2 hour per linear 
foot (Gorzalski, 2009, p. 194).” As reported, McCrea clearly limited the preservation 
practices of re-foldering, physical arrangement, and removing metal fasteners (p.194).  
 Another example includes a project completed at the Connecticut Historical 
Society to catalog 900 collections that began in 2008 (Austen, 2008, p. 3). Austen states 
these collections would have taken six years to process if 
  
These collections were processed and cataloged in the usual fashion—
unfolding each item, making sure everything has a date, copying 
newsprint so it does not continue to stain materials around it, putting 
fragile documents in clear Mylar protective sleeves, carefully reading 
each item, and organizing each item according to creator or recipient, 
and then by date… to achieve even minimal control over the 
collections (p. 3-4).  
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Austen admits that MPLP is a great resolution to processing collections. She finds that 
applying MPLP created a challenge to unlearn many years of common practices as a 
seasoned archivist. However, most collections received at this repository are now 
processed using MPLP (p.8). 
As a response to the discussions about MPLP, Greene and Meissner published 
“More Application while Less Appreciation: The Adopters and Antagonists of MPLP” in 
2011, reclaiming the idea of MPLP as a resource management tool that helps prioritize 
institutional goals and objectives and a way to revise practical approaches (Greene and 
Meissner, 2011, p. 176).” Over the past seven years discussion about Greene and 
Meissner’s method has been the topic in  
 
Conference sessions and professional workshops; published and 
unpublished literature; survey responses; adoption by major granting 
agencies and the success of several grant project (p.181). 
 
From these venues Greene and Meissner state that their promotion of MPLP for five 
years has established MPLP as a “habit with significant portion of our profession (Greene 
and Meissner, 2011, p. 181.)” 
 
For example, Stephanie Crow and Karen Spilman published “MPLP @ 5: More 
Access, Less Backlog?(2010)” to assess the overall view of MPLP and its effects on 
processing and reference services in repositories. By surveying a small audience of 
processing archivists, they were able to conclude that MPLP has been accepted in most of 
the organizations that responded to their survey. 
Crow and Spilman collected their information using an electronic survey that was 
posted on the A&A listerv managed by SAA. The survey was designed to allow 
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respondents to report about their knowledge of MPLP or have a supervisory or decision-
making role in their repository. This survey used screening questions to provide 
restrictions of the responses they would receive. Respondents were asked if they were 
familiar with MPLP or if they had a decision-making or supervisory role. The survey 
only permitted respondents that were familiar with MPLP and considered responses that 
implemented MPLP.  
However, they were astounded by the number of respondents that quoted their 
repository’s practice of minimal processing before Greene and Meissner. For the survey I 
am conducting it is important to gather information from each individual that may have a 
particular role in processing collections in any organization. It is essential to understand 
the effects MPLP has on each individual in different repositories over the last decade. 
In fact,  As quoted within “More Product, Less Process” by Green and Meissner,  
several archivists have argued and discussed the need for processing collections with 
minimal practices before the term MPLP was initiated. For example, Thomas Hyry began 
using a method of minimal processing at the Beincecke Rare Book and Manuscript 
Library at Yale University that he developed seven years before. He presented at the 
SAA conference in 2004 arguing that archivists need to reconsider how large collections 
are processed in order to reduce backlog (Gorzalski, 2009, p.194).   
Greene and Meissner present examples of archival practices that have been 
discussed in archival literature through the years that questioned the processing 
principles. With this idea several authors began to question the process of appraising 
materials. This idea infiltrated the archival community and began to impact archival 
principles used within institutions. Archivists discussed ideas for creating a shorter 
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process to arrange and describe collections. Most literature expresses concern over 
eliminating item- level processing due to its time consuming and resource restraints. For 
example, Bordin and Warner presented the argument in “The Modern Manuscript 
Library” in 1966 that there is not a single formula for arrangement for all collections. 
Resources should be used widely and sparingly for collections that are seen important to 
scholars. Another example is described in the MIT processing manual and an article 
written by Helen Slotkin and Karen Lynch during the 1980s. As quoted in “More 
Product, Less Process,” “Arrangement of individual items is time-consuming, and we 
have learned to avoid it unless there is a compelling benefit to be derived from such 
detailed work “(Greene and Meissner, 2005, p. 214).  
The idea of discussing processing techniques continues to reshape the processing 
practices of collections including preservation procedures. Continuing with the avoiding 
item level description, Fredric Miller presents in the Society of American Archivists 
(SAA) manual the importance of weeding, separating, and conservation of items during 
accessioning. As quoted in “More Product, Less Process,” “Clippings, scrapbooks, and 
brittle or mold-damaged paper should be removed for some type of corrective action 
(Greene and Meissner, 2005, p.216- 217).” With a careful eye archivists confidently 
began following the conservation techniques provided in the SAA manual. During the 
arrangement of collections damaging fasteners, including stapes and paper clips, with no 
archival significance should be removed. “Highly acidic materials, such as newspaper 
clippings, should at minimum be sleeved or interleaved between two sheets of polyester 
film to inhibit acid migration (Greene and Meissner, 2005, p. 218).” 
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Archivists respond to these preservation techniques with the concern of the 
amount of time necessary to process the bulk of their incoming collections.  The U.S. 
National Archives and Records Administration’s (NARA) Technical Information Paper 
Number 6 (1990), Preservation of Archival Records: Holdings, describes preservation 
actions are important to prolong the use of records and to provide proper storage for 
collections. The use of acid free boxes and folders and removing damaging fasteners are 
essential but very time consuming. The document explains that it must not be assumed 
these rules “apply to all or even most collections in a repository.” Greene and Meissner 
further present the cost associated with the obsession of archivists re-foldering most of 
their “personal papers or manuscripts regardless of the found state of the folders.” They 
present the example of the U.S. Archives using the strategy of only replacing incoming 
folders that are in poor condition. Greene and Meissner suggests that archivists revisit the 
preservation strategy at their repository to tackle the massive backlog issues from the 
time consuming tasks being permitted for each collection (Greene and Meissner, 2005, p. 
220-222). 
With notions of handling backlogged materials before MPLP, shortcuts for 
processing “were rarely discussed in professional venues, leaving them scattered from 
institution to institution (Gorzalski, 2009, p.187).” Greene and Meissner collected data 
and put together ideas for archivists. Overall most repositories that have adopted the 
method of MPLP agree that archivists should reconsider their item level processing and 
apply an appropriate level of processing to grasp their growing backlogs (Gorzalski, 
2009, p. 198). 
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A conflicting response to MPLP has been revealed through Car Van Ness’s 
article, “Much Ado about Paper Clips: “More Product, Less Process” and the Modern 
Manuscript Repository (2010).”  He writes about his reservations to the implementation 
and the quickly acclaimed acceptance of MPLP as a major procedure in archival 
processing. Carl Van Ness (2010) reports that many repositories “ already employed 
procedures comparable to those described in MPLP (p.130).” He also argues that 
reducing or omitting the tedious phase of removing paper clips and staples will affect the 
workforce of organizations. Students or volunteers complete most of this labor-intensive 
work and by removing their jobs the responsibility on professional or paraprofessional 
fulltime employees will increase (p. 138). At his repository, the University of Florida, 
some of the recommendations Greene and Meissner suggest have been in use since the 
1980s. Van Ness believes that processing practices are not the only concerns to improve 
the current problem of backlogs within institutions. Skeptically, Van Ness suggests that 
MPLP should be evaluated before the archival community accepts the idea fully. He 
argues that Greene and Meissner make three assumptions that are critical to re-examine.  
He explains that the authors assume their survey provides an accurate representation of 
archival institutions, the metric recommendation is feasible and cost effective, and the 
“backlog problem is almost exclusively a processing problem (Van Ness, 2010, 130-
131).” 
With the idea of MPLP being a well-established term within the archival 
literature, policies, practices, and procedures, it seems that there has been a wide array of 
changes in repositories. Although there are many discussions and publications related to 
MPLP, there is not a survey of organizations that have either been using minimal 
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standards before the introduction of MPLP and whether the institutions credit Greene and 
Meissner’s MPLP method within their manuals. 
  
Methodology 
The purpose of this study was to analyze the effects of MPLP within the archival 
community over the last decade. Using a mixed approach, I created an electronic survey 
using Qualtrics software and posted to the Archives and Archivists listerv, which is 
maintained by the Society of American Archivists.’ The survey consisted of fifteen 
questions (see Appendix 1) related to processing collections. The survey lasted fourteen 
days and received 164 responses.  
 The criteria for participants were that each individual have experience processing 
collections, or have a decision-making or supervisory role for processing collections.  If a 
responder did not fit either of these roles their responses were eliminated from the final 
results. 
 Participants did not receive any compensation and potential ethical risks were 
anticipated to be minimal, as subjects did not disclose personal information and their 
responses were submitted anonymously.  
Findings 
The survey was open from March 19, 2013 to April 4, 2013. The survey received 
164 responses during that period, however, not every respondent answered every 
question. Each question from the survey is listed below with percentages. 
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 Participants were asked to identify the type of institution in which they worked. 
The largest group of respondents worked in academic institutions (about 50%), with 
museum institutions having the second highest ranking (about 13%), and government 
institutions ranking third (about 11%). Corporate, historical society, non-profit, and 
religious collectively made up approximately 20%, while other institutions constituted 
less than 10% of respondents (See Graph 1 and Table 1). 
Graph 1 
Question 1: What type of institution do you work in? 
 
Table 1 
Question 1: What type of institution do you work in? 
Answer Responses % 
Academic 83.00 50.61% 
Museum 22.00 13.41% 
Government 17.00 10.37% 
Religious 12.00 7.32% 
Historical Society 8.00 4.88% 
Corporate 8.00 4.88% 
Other 7.00 4.27% 
Non-profit 7.00 4.27% 
Total 164.00 100.00% 
 
Participants were asked to report the number of years they have worked within an 
archival setting. The largest group of respondents, 30%, has over twelve years of 
experience working in an archival setting. The number of participants with 0-3 years of 
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experience and 4-7 years of experience were second with approximately 26% each (see 
Table 2).  
Table 2 
Question 2: How many years of experience do you have in an archival setting?  
Answer Responses % 
12+ 48.00 29.27% 
4-7 43.00 26.22% 
0-3 42.00 25.61% 
8-12 31.00 18.90% 
Total 164.00 100.00% 
 
The respondents were asked to report their responsibilities for archival 
collections. Over 73% of respondents stated their role is to process collections and they 
are also responsible for decision-making procedures for processing collections. The two 
respondents that selected “neither” had their responses eliminated from the data collected 
for the rest of the survey (see Table 3).   
Table 3 
Question 3: Do you process collections in the archive or have decision-making or 
supervisory responsibility for processing collections? 
 
Answer Responses % 
Both 121.00 73.78% 
Process collections 25.00 15.24% 
Supervisor or decision-
making responsibility for 
processing collections 
16.00 9.76% 
Neither 2.00 1.22% 
Total 164.00 100.00% 
 
Respondents were then asked questions pertaining to the access provided for 
unprocessed collections. Processing collections is essential to reducing every archivist’s 
backlog.  The majority of respondents, 89% (144) answered that collections do not 
receive the same level of processing. However, a majority of respondents reported that 
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most of their collections are open to users, over 79% (127 respondents) compared to 21% 
(33 respondents) that do not have open access to their collections. Although most of the 
collections are opened to users, the survey also asked for information pertaining to closed 
collections. The majority of respondents, 70% (89 respondents) reported that they have 
closed stacks for unprocessed collections. 
Participants were also asked about the way processing is taught at their institution. 
Only 4% responded that they use a training manual; 30% use one-on-one teaching and 
over 57% (93 respondents) use both. Most of the respondents that answered neither, 
about 9% (15 respondents), reported that they were the only individuals responsible for 
processing collections for their institution. Pertaining to the processing manual, the 
majority, 63% (70 respondents), reported that there are no processing practices that are 
not mentioned in their institutions processing manual. However, over 17% of respondents 
stated there were processing procedures missing from the processing manual. These 
practices included the use of new software, implementing new processing policies, 
updating records management policies, using new concepts such as MPLP, as well as 
recent concern over and development of preservation and conservation policies. 
Concerning the processing manual, the participants were asked to choose the 
appropriate amount of years that the processing manual at their institution is updated. 
Over 44% (53 respondents) responded between 2-5 years. About 27% (32 respondents) 
replied that their institution’s processing manual is updated between 0-1 years. The other 
respondents replied 5-10 years (13, about 11%) and over 17% (20) reported that the 
processing manual is never updated (see Table 4). 
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Table 4 
Question 12: If you have a processing manual, how often is the manual updated? 
 
Answer Responses % 
2-5 years 53.00 44.92% 
0-1 years 32.00 27.12% 
5-10 years 13.00 11.02% 
Never 20.00 16.95% 
Total 118.00 100.00% 
 
 
The remaining questions within the survey received about 120 respondents. These 
questions pertain to processing procedures that the respondent’s institutions use at the 
current time for archival collections. The twenty-three questions asked about the current 
practice and the number of years it has been in practice. Over 109 respondents (86%) 
reported using supplies such as buffered boxes and folders always or usually for 
processing collections (see Tables 5 and 6). 
Table 5 
1. Re-­‐box	  in	  buffered	  boxes	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 68 13 27 28  
Usually 41 34   7 
Sometimes 13 13    
Seldom 4 4    
Never 1 1    
Total: 127 65 27 28 7 
 
 
Table 6 
2. Re-­‐folder	  in	  buffered	  folders	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 47 40   7 
Usually 47  28 19  
Sometimes 26 11  15  
Seldom 6 6    
Never 1 1    
Total: 127 58 28 34 7 
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Processing procedures including organizing collections at the series level, 
physically arranging papers within folders, eliminating duplicates, and removing staples 
and paper clips received the largest responses of always, usually, and sometimes. Over 
93% (119 respondents) reported arranging materials at the series level (see Table 7). 
Nearly 68% (86 respondents) physically organize materials within folders (see Table 8) 
and 116 respondents (91%) reported that they weed duplicates (see Table 9). Over 70% 
(90 respondents) say they remove staples and paper clips (see Table 10). 
 
Table 7 
3. Physically	  organize/arrange	  the	  material	  at	  the	  series	  level	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 36  26 10  
Usually 46  39  7 
Sometimes 37 23  14  
Seldom 4   4  
Never 4   4  
Total: 127 23 65 32 7 
 
 
Table 8 
4. Physically	  organize/arrange	  the	  material	  within	  folders	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 18 9   9 
Usually 29  27 2  
Sometimes 39 8  31  
Seldom 23 23    
Never 18 18    
Total: 127 58 27 33 9 
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Table 9 
5. Weed	  duplicates	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 29 20 3 6  
Usually 54 19 13 21 1 
Sometimes 33 16 6 9 2 
Seldom 6 3   3 
Never 5 2 2 1  
Total: 127 60 24 37 6 
 
 
Table 10 
6. Remove	  staples	  and	  metal	  paper	  clips	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 16 6 4 5 1 
Usually 26 10 6 9 1 
Sometimes 48 16 11 15 6 
Seldom 32 15 7 10  
Never 5  2 2 1 
Total: 127 47 30 41 9 
 
 
For processing newspaper materials, respondents largely reported they sometimes, 
seldom, or never separate newspaper clippings from the rest of the collection or 
photocopy newsprint, onionskin carbons, thermal faxes onto buffered copies. Nearly 73% 
(93 respondents) never, seldom or sometimes separate newspaper clippings from the rest 
of the collection (see Table 11). Sixty-nine respondents (over 54%) reported that they 
usually and sometimes photocopy newspaper clippings onto buffered paper (see Table 
12) while 14 (11%) always do so.  
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Table 11 
7. Place	  newspaper	  clippings	  in	  folders	  separate	  from	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  collection	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 11 1 4 6  
Usually 23 9 7 5 2 
Sometimes 32 19 5 6 2 
Seldom 29 13 6 9 1 
Never 32 16 6 6 4 
Total: 127 58 28 32 9 
 
 
Table 12 
8. Photocopy	  newspaper	  clipping	  onto	  buffered	  paper	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 14 4 3 7  
Usually 32 13 6 10 3 
Sometimes 37 15 12 8 2 
Seldom 28 9 4 13 2 
Never 16 8 4 1 3 
Total: 127 49 29 39 10 
 
 
Over 83% (106 respondents) reported they sometimes, seldom or never 
photocopy newsprint, onionskin carbons, thermal faxes and photocopies onto buffered 
paper (see Table 13).   
 
Table 13 
9. Photocopy	  newsprint,	  onionskin	  carbons,	  thermal	  faxes	  and/or	  thermal	  
photocopies	  onto	  buffered	  paper	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 7 3 2 2  
Usually 14 4 3 5 2 
Sometimes 48 22 13 12 1 
Seldom 38 15 8 13 2 
Never 20 13 2 2 3 
Total: 127 57 28 34 8 
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The largest numbers of respondents reported they usually and sometimes 
complete conservation tasks for materials in collections. Over 70 respondents (58%) 
place torn documents in sleeves (see Table 14). Nearly 57% (67 respondents) reported 
they usually or sometimes encapsulate brittle, torn, or valuable documents (see Table 15). 
 
Table 14 
10. Place	  torn	  documents	  in	  sleeves	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 16 4 6 6  
Usually 33 20 5 6 2 
Sometimes 41 12 13 13 3 
Seldom 29 16 4 7 2 
Never 8 3 2 3  
Total: 127 55 30 35 7 
 
 
Table 15 
11. Encapsulate	  brittle,	  torn	  or	  valuable	  documents	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 17 6 2 4 5 
Usually 33 16 5 8 4 
Sometimes 34 18 11 4 1 
Seldom 18 7 3 5 3 
Never 16 7 2 2 5 
Total: 118 54 23 23 17 
 
The other questions relating to conservation procedures for materials include 
mending torn documents, de-acidifying brittle paper, and replacing valuable documents 
with photocopies received a large number of responses of seldom or never. Over 68% (77 
respondents) reported they seldom or never mend torn documents (see Table 16). Over 
90% of the respondents (104) reported they seldom or never de-acidify brittle paper (see 
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Table 17).  The largest number of respondents, 79 (about 67%), reported they sometimes 
or seldom replace valuable documents with photocopies (see Table 18). 
 
Table 16 
12. Mend	  torn	  documents	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 3 1 1  1 
Usually 6 6    
Sometimes 31 13 5 7 6 
Seldom 43 20 8 7 8 
Never 34 19 6 5 4 
Total: 117 59 20 19 19 
 
 
Table 17 
13. De-­‐acidify	  brittle	  paper	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 1  1   
Usually      
Sometimes 10 4 2 2 2 
Seldom 31 19 4 2 6 
Never 73 39 12 12 10 
Total: 115 62 19 16 18 
 
 
Table 18 
14. Replace	  intrinsically	  valuable	  documents	  with	  photocopies	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 9 5 2 1 1 
Usually 9 5 2  2 
Sometimes 45 21 8 10 6 
Seldom 34 18 1 8 8 
Never 20 13 1 2 4 
Total: 117 62 14 21 21 
  
Respondents reported they always, usually, or sometimes separate photos from 
the rest of the collection and place photos in pH neutral enclosures. Over 76% (90 
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respondents) say they store photos separately from the rest of the collection (see Table 
19). Up to 85% (98 respondents) say photos are placed in pH neutral enclosures (see 
Table 20).   
 
Table 19 
15. Store	  photos	  separately	  from	  rest	  of	  collection	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 20 13 1 2 4 
Usually 39 16 9 7 7 
Sometimes 31 14 6 6 5 
Seldom 19 10 4 2 3 
Never 8 4 1 3  
Total: 117 57 21 20 19 
 
 
Table 20 
16. Place	  photos	  in	  pH	  neutral	  envelopes	  or	  sleeves	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 35 16 7 6 6 
Usually 36 22 4 4 6 
Sometimes 27 9 6 6 6 
Seldom 14 7 2 4 1 
Never 2 2    
Total: 114 56 19 20 19 
 
The next few questions related to the description of archival materials within 
collections. A large number of respondents (59, nearly 50%) reported they always or 
usually enter catalog records using an online bibliographic utility (see Table 21). The 
largest numbers of respondents say they always, usually, or sometimes create finding aids 
for collections including information at the series level, a content note, bibliographical or 
administrative history note, series descriptions, and folder level content lists (see Tables 
21-25). A large number of respondents (71, 63%) also reported they sometimes or seldom 
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create finding aids with item level lists or description (see Table 26). With mixed results, 
respondents reported they never (40%) or always (32%) mark up finding aids in EAD 
(see Table 27). 
 
Table 21 
17. Enter	  catalog	  record	  in	  OPAC	  and/or	  online	  bibliographic	  utility	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 41 20 9 7 5 
Usually 18 9 3 1 5 
Sometimes 15 6 3 3 3 
Seldom 15 4 1 6 4 
Never 28 13 7 5 3 
Total: 117 52 23 22 20 
 
 
Table 22 
18. Create	  finding	  aid	  with	  collection/series	  level	  scope/content	  note	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 61 28 12 12 9 
Usually 29 14 5 5 5 
Sometimes 19 8 4 5 2 
Seldom 5 2  1 2 
Never 4 2 1 1  
Total: 118 54 22 24 18 
 
 
Table 23 
19. Created	  finding	  aid	  with	  biographical	  or	  administrative	  history	  note	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 51 28 5 10 8 
Usually 29 11 5 7 6 
Sometimes 27 10 6 7 4 
Seldom 5 2   3 
Never 6 3 1 2  
Total: 118 54 17 26 21 
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Table 24 
20. Create	  finding	  aids	  with	  series	  descriptions	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 43 26 7 6 4 
Usually 32 11 3 9 9 
Sometimes 29 15 5 5 4 
Seldom 5   1 4 
Never 6 4 1 1  
Total: 115 56 16 22 21 
 
 
Table 25 
21. Creating	  finding	  aids	  with	  folder	  level	  content	  list	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 35 17 7 6 5 
Usually 30 17 5 4 4 
Sometimes 37 12 6 10 9 
Seldom 9 6   3 
Never 6 2 2 1 1 
Total: 117 54 20 21 22 
 
 
Table 26 
22. Create	  finding	  aids	  with	  item	  level	  lists	  or	  descriptions	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 18 15 1 1 1 
Usually 9 3 2 1 3 
Sometimes 29 14 7 3 5 
Seldom 42 21 9 9 3 
Never 14 7 4 3  
Total: 112 60 23 17 12 
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Table 27 
23. Mark	  up	  finding	  aid	  in	  EAD	  
Frequency: Total 
Responses 
>10 years 5-10 years 1-5 years < 1 year 
Always 36 13 7 10 6 
Usually 11 3 2 3 3 
Sometimes 4  2 1 1 
Seldom 18 1 10 4 3 
Never 47 26  8 13 
Total: 116 43 21 26 26 
 
 
Discussion  
The respondents participating in this study are members of the Society of 
American Archivists A&A listerv. A large number of respondents, 83, reported they are 
employed in academic institutions. The next largest number of respondents, 22, reported 
working in museums and government institutions (17 respondents). The other 
respondents, with less than 10%, reported working within religious, historical society, 
corporate, non-profit, or other organizations with a total of 42 respondents.  
Only respondents with decision-making or supervisory responsibility for 
processing collections were able to complete the survey. Two respondents were 
eliminated from the final results due to their lack of responsibility involving processing 
collections within an archival organization. Over 120 respondents reported having both 
processing and decision-making responsibility for collections. With these respondents, 
the number is split between 4-7 years (30%) and 12+ years (30%) of experience in an 
archival setting. 
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The largest number, 53 respondents, reported updating their processing manual 0-
1 years and 2-5 years. A total of 70 respondents reported that there are no processing 
procedures left out of the processing manual. Of these respondents, 47% also reported 
teaching new staff with the processing manual and one-to-one training. Several provided 
reasons for the processing procedures that are left out of the manual. Examples from the 
survey results include the following: 
• “It’s	  more	  of	  a	  guideline	  for	  record	  transfers	  to	  our	  facility	  rather	  than	  
processing.	  We’ve	  had	  long-­‐standing	  practices	  here	  that	  make	  sense	  and	  are	  
continued	  to	  the	  present,	  but	  not	  actually	  laid	  out	  in	  writing”	  
• “In	  2010	  we	  implemented	  Archivist’	  Toolkit.	  The	  manual	  has	  not	  yet	  been	  
updated	  to	  reflect	  this,	  nor	  has	  it	  been	  updated	  to	  reflect	  other	  practices	  
(dealing	  with	  photos	  and	  negs;	  limited	  preservation	  activities;	  inventorying	  of	  
large	  collections	  not	  destined	  for	  immediate	  processing;	  weeding	  of	  duplicates,	  
and	  more)”	  
• “MPLP	  or	  minimal	  processing”	  
• “More	  recent	  procedures	  since	  the	  last	  manual	  update”	  
	  
These responses provide examples of archivists using minimal processing over the past 
five years. However, the number of years the processing practices have been in place 
varies. The number of processing practicing years cannot be determined based on the 
updating of the processing manual alone.  
 Common methods of implementing MPLP within archival collections include 
limiting or eliminating arrangement and description processes such as re-boxing and re-
foldering in buffered boxes, weeding duplicates, remove staples and metal paper clips, re-
housing newspaper clipping, mending torn documents, storing photos separately from the 
rest of the collection, and creating finding aids with limited description elements. 
(Comparing to Greene and Meissner’s article, “More Product, Less Process: Revamping 
Traditional Archival Processing (2005),” this study results reveal recent changes within 
archival organizations. Greene and Meissner surveyed 100 archival repositories in an 
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online survey of their processing expectations and practices (2005, p. 209).) Greene and 
Meissner survey report the following results:  
The results of this study indicate there are only slight changes in the percentage of 
institutions performing each practice always, usually or sometimes less than 10%, since 
the introduction of MPLP over eight years ago. The findings of this study suggest that 
institutions are continuing to re-box in buffered boxes (96%), re-folder in buffered 
folders (94%), weed duplicates (91%), place newspaper clipping in folders separate from 
rest of collection (52%), store photos separately from the rest of collection (77%), and 
mend torn documents (34%) in approximately the same percentages as previously (see 
Table 28).  For example, eight respondents replied that their collections have been always 
been re-boxed in buffered folders within the last ten years with no change. One 
respondent reported that re-boxing collections is the “proper processing procedure” 
within their organization. In addition, some respondents reported that within the last year 
they have usually re-boxed collections to provide archival quality housing. One 
respondent replied that collections arrive in boxes as “loose unsorted materials and re-
boxing is part of the preliminary handling of these collections.” 
  Some respondents reported that over the past ten years their organization has 
always re-foldered collections in buffered folders. Over 20 respondents have reported 
there has been no change in re-foldering incoming collections, however, a few 
respondents report that there has been a change over the last ten years that has resulted 
because of administrative changes, an increase in staff availability, and relatively new 
staff. Five respondents reported over the last ten years that they seldom re-folder in 
buffered folders “only when incoming folders are ripped or molded,” “are considered 
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modern collections,” or limited funding. One respondent replied they never re-folder 
collections due to the lack of a “policy or manual until 2 years ago.” 
  Over 15 respondents reported that over the past ten years weeding duplicates has 
been within their archival processing practices. However, 1 respondent reported they 
seldom weed duplicates because they are a “newly established archive”. 
The largest change in percentage from the Greene and Meissner survey is seen in the 
removal of staples and metal paper clips. The percentage of respondents who always, 
usually or sometimes perform this task has dropped from 89% to 71% over the past eight 
years (see Table 28).  Six respondents reported that over the past ten years they have 
always removed staples and metal paper clips and there has been no change with this 
procedure. Another respondent stated they now always remove paper clips and staples 
and that this was due to “change in management” - “the tradition, I brought with me.” In 
contrast, 5 respondents replied they never remove staples and metal paper clips, but have 
only been doing so between 1 to 9 years.  Ten respondents reported that their 
organization has adopted this minimal approach for processing collections or 
implemented MPLP between 1 to 9 years. 
 A few respondents replied their institution always mend torn documents and have 
done so for the last 5 to 10 years or more. Nearly 20 respondents reported their 
organization has never mended torn documents in the last ten years. Respondents 
reported doing so due to adopting MPLP or because there was no trained conservator on 
staff.  
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Table 28 
Processing and Preservation: Greene and Meissner This study 
Re-box in buffered boxes 94 (94%) 96% 
Weed duplicates 92 (92%) 91% 
Place newspaper clipping in 
folders separate from rest of 
collection 
62 (62%) 52% 
Store photos separately from the 
rest of collection 
81 (81%) 77% 
Mend torn documents 33 (33%) 34% 
Remove staples and metal paper 
clips 
89 (89%) 71% 
Re-folder in buffered folders 94 (94%) 94% 
(Note: This study is looking at general trends; statistical significance is not considered). 
  
Changes within creating a finding aid over the last eight years resulted in slight 
differences, less than 10%. A total of 92% respondents state that collections receive a 
collection/series level scope/content note, 91% receive biographical or administrative 
history note, 90% receive a series description, and 87% receive folder level content list 
descriptions (see Table 29).  
Table 29 
Create finding aid: Greene and 
Meissner 
This study 
With collection/series level 
scope/content note 
90 (90%) 92% 
With biographical or administrative 
history note 
88 (88%) 91% 
With series description 85 (85%) 90% 
With folder level content list 91 (91%) 87% 
 
 For the responses to the changes within finding aid components, many 
respondents reported that their organization has had recent changes. New archivists, new 
management over the archives, or new policies have been implemented for creating 
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finding aids throughout the last ten years within. Overall respondents reported always or 
usually using programs or standards such as DACS that require certain elements for 
collections. Others reported they are the first hired archivists or the organization has 
changed leadership therefore new practices and policies have been put into place.  
The results from the survey depict the current processing practices and procedures 
within archival organizations. The data collected provides a view of current trends within 
archival collections that are closely associated with minimal processing or MPLP.  From 
the results it seems that most organizations have adopted their own processing plan that 
has been in place for the last ten years and that MPLP had minimal effect.  
   
Conclusion 
 An exploratory study, the electronic survey questions were designed to reflect and 
establish a snapshot of the effects and changes that may have occurred within archival 
organizations that have implemented MPLP. The results were revealing and clearly 
provided a view of changes with minimal processing.  
This study attempted to assess the ideas and beliefs of current archivists and 
organizations without revealing or defining MPLP to participants. With the results 
respondent’s institutions are continuing to follow the practices and procedures that lead to 
years of backlogs. The results of this small-scale study is not the voice of the profession 
overall. While this study has provided a refreshed view of MPLP within the archival 
community, it has demonstrated the potential for further study to understand the effects 
MPLP has in archival repositories within the last eight years.  
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Appendix A 
Survey Cover Letter 
 
IRB Number:13-1316 
Processing  Collections 
 
 
Dear Participants of the A&A listserv, 
 
I am a graduate student at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill conducting a 
survey to gather information about arrangement and description of archival collections.  
The objective of this research is to learn about changes that have been made over the 
years to processing principles and practices.  
 
I hope you will take a few minutes to complete this survey.  Here is the web address for 
the link. Please copy and paste the link in your browser.   
 
*Link* 
 
Your participation is voluntary and there is no penalty if you do not participate.  
Information obtained from this survey will be kept confidential.  
 
If you have any questions or concerns about completing the survey or about participating 
in this study, you may contact me at covingta@live.unc.edu or Denise Anthony at 
anthonyd@email.unc.edu. If you have any questions about your rights as a survey 
participant, you may contact the UNC Intuitional Review Board (IRB) at 919-966-3113. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Amber Covington 
Master of Library Science, 2013 Candidate  
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Appendix B: Survey Questions 
01 What type of institution do you work in?  
 Academic	  (1)	  
 Corporate	  (2)	  
 Government	  (3)	  
 Historical	  Society	  (4)	  
 Museum	  (5)	  
 Non-­‐profit	  (6)	  
 Religious	  (7)	  
 Other	  (8)	  
02 How many years of experience do you have in an archival setting? 
 0-­‐3	  (1)	  
 4-­‐7	  (2)	  
 8-­‐12	  (3)	  
 12+	  (4)	  
03 Do you process collections in the archive or have decision-making or supervisory 
responsibility for processing collections? 
 Process	  collections	  (1)	  
 Supervisor	  or	  decision-­‐making	  responsbibilty	  for	  processing	  collections	  (2)	  
 Both	  (3)	  
 Neither	  (4)	  
Q3 How many years of experience do you have processing collections or supervising 
people who perform processing? 
 0-­‐3	  (1)	  
 4-­‐7	  (2)	  
 8-­‐12	  (3)	  
 12+	  (4)	  
Q4 How many hours per week do you process collections? 
 0-­‐5	  (1)	  
 5-­‐10	  (2)	  
 10-­‐20	  (3)	  
 20+	  (4)	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Q5 How are processing procedures taught to new staff? 
 Processing	  manual	  (1)	  
 One-­‐to-­‐one	  training	  (2)	  
 Both	  (3)	  
 Neither	  (explain)	  (4)	  ____________________	  
Q6 Do all collections receive the same level of processing? 
 Yes	  (1)	  
 No	  (2)	  
Q7 Do most incoming collections receive an inventory list within one month? 
 Yes	  (1)	  
 No	  (2)	  
Q8 Are most collections open access to users? 
 Yes	  (1)	  
 No	  (2)	  
Q9 If no, are there closed stacks for unprocessed collections? 
 Yes	  (1)	  
 No	  (2)	  
Q10 If so, how long do collections remain untouched? 
 0-­‐3	  months	  (1)	  
 4-­‐7	  months	  (2)	  
 8-­‐12	  months	  (3)	  
 12+	  months	  (4)	  
Q11 If no, how long do collections remain untouched? 
 0-­‐3	  months	  (1)	  
 4-­‐7	  months	  (2)	  
 8-­‐12	  months	  (3)	  
 12+	  months	  (4)	  
Q12 If you have a processing manual, how often is the manual updated? 
 0-­‐1	  years	  (1)	  
 2-­‐5	  years	  (2)	  
 5-­‐10	  years	  (3)	  
 Never	  (4)	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Q13 Are there processing practices that are not mentioned within the processing manual 
that are used? 
 Yes	  (1)	  
 No	  (2)	  
 If	  yes,	  what	  are	  they?	  (3)	  ___________________	  
	  
 
Q14 At the current time, do you: 
	   Frequency	   How	  long	  has	  this	  been	  the	  
practice	  in	  your	  archive?	  
Has	  the	  
frequency	  
of	  this	  
practice	  
changed	  
in	  the	  last	  
10	  years?	  
	   Never	  (1)	  
Seldom	  
(2)	  
Sometimes	  
(3)	  
Usually	  
(4)	  
Always	  
(5)	  
<	  1	  
year	  
(1)	  
1-­‐5	  
years	  
(2)	  
5-­‐10	  
years	  
(3)	  
>	  10	  
years	  
(4)	  
If	  so,	  
please	  
explain	  
the	  
reason	  
for	  the	  
change:	  
(1)	  
Re-­‐box	  in	  
buffered	  boxes	  
(1)	  
 	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	   	  
Re-­‐folder	  in	  
buffered	  folders	  
(2)	  
 	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	   	  
Physically	  
organize/arrange	  
the	  material	  at	  
the	  series	  level	  
(3)	  
 	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	   	  
Physically	  
organize/arrange	  
the	  material	  
within	  folders	  (4)	  
 	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	   	  
Weed	  duplicates	  
(5)	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	   	  
Remove	  staples	  
and	  metal	  paper	  
clips	  (6)	  
 	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	   	  
Place	  newspaper	  
clippings	  in	  
folders	  separate	  
from	  the	  rest	  of	  
the	  collection	  (7)	  
 	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	   	  
Photocopy	  
newspaper	  
clippings	  onto	  
buffered	  paper	  
(8)	  
 	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	   	  
Photocopy	  
newsprint,	  
onionskin	  
carbons,	  thermal	  
 	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	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faxes	  and/or	  
thermal	  
photocopies	  
onto	  buffered	  
paper	  (9)	  
Place	  torn	  
documents	  in	  
sleeves	  (10)	  
 	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	   	  
 
Q15 At the current time, do you: 
	   Frequency	   How	  long	  has	  this	  been	  the	  
practice	  in	  your	  archive?	  
Has	  the	  
frequenc
y	  of	  this	  
practice	  
changed	  
in	  the	  
last	  10	  
years?	  
	   Never	  (1)	  
Seldom	  
(2)	  
Sometimes	  
(3)	  
Usually	  
(4)	  
Always	  
(5)	  
<	  1	  
year	  
(1)	  
1-­‐5	  
years	  
(2)	  
5-­‐10	  
years	  
(3)	  
>	  10	  
years	  
(4)	  
If	  so,	  
please	  
explain	  
the	  
reason	  
for	  the	  
change:	  
(1)	  
Encapsulate	  
brittle,	  torn	  or	  
valuable	  
documents	  (1)	  
 	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	   	  
Mend	  torn	  
documents	  (2)	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	   	  
De-­‐acidify	  brittle	  
paper	  (3)	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	   	  
Replace	  
intrinsically	  
valuable	  
documents	  with	  
photocopies	  (4)	  
 	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	   	  
Store	  photos	  
separately	  from	  
rest	  of	  collection	  
(5)	  
 	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	   	  
Place	  photos	  in	  
pH	  neutral	  
envelopes	  or	  
sleeves	  (6)	  
 	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	   	  
Enter	  catalog	  
record	  into	  OPAC	  
and/or	  online	  
bibliographic	  
utility	  (7)	  
 	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	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Create	  finding	  aid	  
with	  
collection/series	  
level	  
scope/content	  
note	  (8)	  
 	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	   	  
Created	  finding	  
aid	  with	  
biographical	  or	  
administrative	  
history	  note	  (9)	  
 	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	   	  
Create	  finding	  
aids	  with	  series	  
descriptions	  (10)	  
 	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	   	  
Created	  finding	  
aids	  with	  folder	  
level	  content	  list	  
(11)	  
 	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	   	  
Create	  finding	  
aids	  with	  item	  
level	  lists	  or	  
descriptions	  (12)	  
 	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	   	  
Mark	  up	  finding	  
aid	  in	  EAD	  (13)	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	    	   	  
  
 
 
